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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
This is a study designed to examine the construct social support among several 
cultural groups that tend to ascribe to either an individualist or collectivist world view 
(Hui, 1988). Social support was selected as the subject for this investigation because 
social contact is important to mental well being (Rogers, 1951). Since the advent of 
Rogerian psychology, supportive empathic relationships have become critical aspects of 
counseling (Buunk & Hoorens, 1992). In addition, social support is necessary for an 
individual to manage stressful life events because it alleviates negative consequences 
(for reviews see, Cohen & Wills, 1985; Coyne & Downey, 1991; Sarason, Sarason, & 
Pierce, 1990). 
A goal of this study was to examine social support from more than one cultural 
perspective. In designing a study that assesses cultural differences, concern was given 
to making certain that it was culturally sensitive. Rather than designing a study based 
on the western definition of psychology where the goal is to predict and control 
behavior, the study was designed in the spirit of Myers, (1993) philosophy of an 
optimal psychology. Myers suggests an alternative definition where the goal of 
psychology is to understand behavior. 
Historically, psychology in the United States and Europe has developed based 
on the tenants of western philosophy and a western world view. Saleh (1989) 
2 
discussed this phenomenon and how it has resulted in a mono-cultural notion of 
psychology with limited applicability to other cultural groups, such as African-
Americans, Mexican-Americans, and Asian-Americans. Saleh (1989) concluded that 
most psychological research has been conducted solely within western cultures, and to 
compound the problem, non-western cultures often have attempted to emulate and use 
western psychology. When western psychology is applied to people of other cultures, 
its effectiveness and relevance may be reduced. Speight, Myers, Cox, and Highlen 
(1991) suggested that western ideals that do not acknowledge and adapt to other world-
views perpetuate a suboptimal system that can be oppressive to both minority and 
majority cultures. Myers (1993) suggested that western psychology is a component of 
this suboptimal system that can be oppressive. Myers discussed the way that western 
values consisting of multiple, competing hierarchies influence people to develop a 
fragmented sense of self rather than integrated personalities. Sampson (1993) added 
that due to the mono-cultural perspective of western psychology, it is severely limited 
in its ability to respond to the entire diversity that exists among human beings. 
A necessary response to the problem of a sub-optimal system is the development 
of an optimal psychology that respects western values, yet is based on Afrocentric and 
Asian philosophies, as well as others (Myers, 1993). Such a philosophy may be 
designed to celebrate diversity rather than struggle against the many differences that 
exist among people of different cultures. The goal is understanding behavior and not 
ascribing one correct way of behaving or being. 
Pedersen (1990) provided a framework for discussing cultural differences and 
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similarities with regard to constructs such as social support. Pederson suggested that 
there are both etic and emic constructs. Etic constructs are those that are thought to 
transcend all cultures. Ernie constructs are those that are specific to some cultures, but 
not others. Ernie differences in social support are examined in order to develop an 
understanding of this construct both from a western world view and an eastern world 
view. Etic similarities are examined to identify areas of cultural similarity. 
In a basic sense social support may be an etic construct, in that for all people, 
genuine and empathetic interpersonal contact and support may be an essential part of 
mental well being (Rogers, 1951). Sarason and Sarason (1986) stated that the strength 
of social support involves the reliance on others during a stressful situation for 
empathic understanding, guidance, and support. The way this construct functions and 
is perceived among people of different cultures may very well have emic qualities. For 
example, persons from collectivist cultures such as Japanese culture, may tend to derive 
social support strictly from family members and close friends. Persons from 
individualist cultures may derive support from family, as well as from recent friends or 
acquaintances (Huang, 1994). 
The conception that social support is essential for human happiness and 
psychological well being is proposed to be an etic construct transcending culture-bound 
world views. However, there may be emic differences in its sources and functions in 
eastern and western cultures. This is an area that requires further investigation and is 
the focus of this study. 
Markus and Kitayama (1991) discussed the Asian perception of self, where self 
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is defined in terms of the interrelatedness of individuals to each other. They also 
discuss the importance of fitting in and maintaining social harmony in Asian cultures. 
In western culture the self is defined by expression of uniqueness. In essence the self is 
defined by being unique and not fitting in. 
Huang ( 1994) described some important differences between eastern and 
western cultures. Western cultures tend to be individualist, encouraging individual self 
and independence, where eastern cultures tend to be collectivist, encouraging 
family/group self and interdependence. These are important differences with regard to 
world view and may effect perceptions of social support. In addition Triandis et al. , 
(1990) discussed the importance of in-groups and out-groups in Asian culture, where 
in-groups contained persons who were either family members or long term friends. 
Persons in Asian cultures tend to confide in, and seek social support from members of 
their in-groups. Persons from western culture may have in-groups that contain family 
friends and more recent acquaintances. Persons from western culture may confide in 
recent friends, and therefore have some different sources of social support. 
Purpose 
This study was designed in the spirit of Myers (1993) Optimal Psychology, in 
that it examines the construct of social support from the point of view of more than one 
culture, so that information obtained may inform us in developing a psychology that is 
not based in western world views alone. The purpose of this study is to expand the 
knowledge of social support by examining the different sources of social support used 
by cultures with different world views. Previous studies have focused on quantitative 
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differences in the amount of social support utilized by different cultural groups, but 
research has not examined why persons with different world views derive social 
support. For example previous studies may indicate that one group is more likely to 
derive support from family members than another group. There has been no attempt to 
assess the question of why, that is to assess what factors influence one group to seek 
support differently than another. Sarason, Sarason, and Pierce (1990) elucidated this 
point in stating that the social support literature fails to sufficiently address between-
group differences in social support which may be due to preexisting factors, such as 
cultural variables. Sarason et al., therefore, suggested that future studies must examine 
preexisting factors that may account for differential functioning of social support. 
Currently, only a few studies have examined cultural differences in social support. 
Previous studies have failed to assess qualitative perceptions of supportive 
relationships. This study will not only explore quantitative differences between world-
views, but will also provide qualitative descriptions of salient differences. It is also 
intended that the qualitative component of this study will result in some understanding 
of within group differences as well. 
Hypotheses 
This study investigated the functions of social support in individualist and 
collectivist cultures. Hui's (1988) Individualism-Collectivism scale was used to group 
research participants into one of two categories based on their world view, either 
individualist or collectivist. More specifically, the first hypothesis was that social 
support will differ dependent on world view, either collectivist or individualist. Due to 
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the individualist nature of western culture, social support may be sought out from 
available social networks, for example college friends, or mental health professionals at 
a college counseling center. It is hypothesized that collectivist cultures, for example, 
Japanese-Americans and Hawai'ians, will be less likely than individualist cultures to 
derive social support from similar available sources in the university setting, given the 
collective and family orientation of these cultures. Rather, the primary source of social 
support for persons with collectivist world views will likely be other family members, 
as evidenced by a higher level of perceived social support. The primary source of 
support for persons with individualist world views was hypothesized to be split between 
family and peer groups, as evidenced by similar levels of perceived social support. 
The second hypothesis was that persons with collectivist world-views, will have 
a more difficult time transferring from their primary source of social support, their 
family, to a new source of support like their college peers. Difficulty transferring from 
one support group to another will be evidenced by a lower level of perceived social 
support and a higher stress level when immediate family is not available in person. 
Thus, for persons with collectivist world views whose family of origin does not live on 
the island of Ohau, it was hypothesized that levels of perceived social support will be 
lower and stress levels will be higher. A third hypothesis was that emic differences 
exist between persons with individualist and collectivist world views with regard to 
their conception of what variables are essential for a close, supportive relationship. A 
fourth hypothesis was that differences exist for the two groups in terms of when support 
is elicited, and how persons from the two groups feel when social support is not 
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available. Qualitative data will be collected to elucidate and these variables and will be 
organized into themes. 
CHAPTER2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE AND RELATED RESEARCH 
The literature review is divided into two sections. The first section explores 
eastern/collectivist and western/individualist cultural world views. Specific elements of 
individualist/European-American world view, including cultural dynamics that 
contribute to individualism. In addition the discussion then examines specific elements 
of collectivist/eastern world-views that contribute to their collective nature. Japanese 
and Hawai'ian cultures are discussed. The second major section examines the social 
support literature. A great deal of literature exists in this area. The review is designed 
to highlight the three components of social support that have arisen from the research in 
this area. The purpose of this section is to clarify the differences in the definitions of 
the construct. A review of the few studies that have compared social support among 
different cultures is also provided. 
Eastern/Collectivist and Western/Individualist Cultural World Views 
It is important to understand some of the differences that exist with regard to 
world view, as those differences may help to better understand why there may be 
differences in social support. There are a great number of unanswered questions 
regarding emic differences between cultures. Different world views may influence how 
people perceive and utilize social support. In the United States the are a multitude of 
different cultures, each with a world view that may have shared elements with other 
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cultures and some elements that are distinct. There are a variety of factors that 
distinguish individualist and collectivists. The following paragraphs include a 
discussion of how individualist and collectivist cultures differ, specifically with regard 
to differences that may affect social support. 
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Western world views are characterized by several components: dichotomous 
thinking (Huang, 1994), individualism (Greenhouse, 1992; Katz, 1985; Triandis, 
Mccusker, & Hui, 1990), group conflicts such as racism (Skillings & Dobbins, 1991) 
or sexism (Meador, 1989), and face to face confrontation used as a means for resolving 
disputes (Greenhouse, 1992; Harak, 1992; Whitaker, 1993). Dichotomous thinking, 
for example black and white or good verses evil, is also an important characteristic of 
western world view and one that often goes unnoticed by westerners, because 
westerners tend to believe that dichotomies are universal when in fact persons with 
eastern world views tend to think in terms of unities rather than dichotomies (Huang, 
1994). For example, good and evil are seen as opposing conflicting forces within a 
western world view. Emotions are often experienced dichotomously from a western 
world view, for example anger or joy. 
Greenhouse (1992) suggested that western culture is characterized by 
individualism. People in western cultures define themselves in terms of their ability to 
forego the interests of the group in favor of their own interests. Greenhouse (1992) 
went on to say being an individual means there are rival interests, and this sets up 
conflicting adversarial relationships. Additionally, moral and social hierarchies are 
prevalent as a way of distinguishing self from others. This is a means of clarifying 
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one's own individuality in terms of a quantitative comparison to other people, for 
example, better than, more than, and less than. For example, people can compare one 
another based on amount of personal finances with the idea that more is better. This is 
important to understand with regard to social support. If individualist cultures are 
characterized by competitive and adversarial relationships than it is likely that 
relationships where social support is elicited may be affected by this type of world 
view. 
Katz (1985) also points out the western concept of dualism. For example, the 
mind and body are perceived as discrete entities. Freudian theory suggests that the 
mind consists of discrete parts that are in conflict with the id manifesting primitive 
drives, a super-ego containing the ideal self, and an ego mediating the conflict between 
the different parts of the mind (Freud, 1949). This is very different from the eastern 
belief that mind and body function as a unity, not as discrete and conflicting 
components. 
Triandis et al. (1990) discussed crucial components of eastern world-view. In-
groups are defined as family and close friends and out-groups consist of people that are 
not within ones intimate social network. In western culture, in-groups may contain 
family, close friends, as well as newly formed friendships. From a collectivist or 
eastern world view, persons are more willing to share intimate details about themselves 
with their in-groups of family and close friends (Triandis et al., 1990). Persons with 
eastern world views are less likely to share personal details with out-groups than 
persons with individualist world-views. Triandis et al. compared a number of different 
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cultural groups using Hui's (1988) collectivism-individualism index and found that 
Chinese and Japanese groups tended to score the highest on the collectivism scale. 
Hawai'ians also tended to be high in collectivism, while European-Americans tended to 
be the highest on the individualist scale. Findings of another study suggest that social 
rules in Japanese cultures are person specific, dependent upon whether someone is part 
of an in-group or an out-group (Mann, Mitsiu, Beswick, & Harmoni, 1994). 
The idea of balance is present in Japanese culture, rather than seeing the world 
as a series of dichotomies, for example good and evil. The world is seen in terms of 
the essential unity of things. In collectivist cultures it is very important to maintain 
social harmony by maintaining a balance between what westerners might call opposing 
forces like good and evil. This is important because it affects the nature of social 
interactions that occur in collectivist cultures. For example, a harmonious social 
environment may be more conducive to social support, than one that is adversarial and 
competitive. Rosenberger (1989) described the Japanese notion of self as reaching 
maturity when balance has been established between individualized self and social self. 
In essence the self becomes integrated within society and culture, therefore existing 
integrated within the whole. Slote (1992) discussed the importance of cultural 
awareness specifically when working with eastern cultures. Self-image and ego 
structure are intimately related to family. Even if a person with an eastern world view 
rejects their family, the concept of family as a basic component of the self is still salient 
for most individuals. Markus and Kitayama (1991) also support this point stating that 
the self in eastern culture is defined in terms of interrelatedness to others. The optimal 
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state from the point of view of an eastern world view would be to experience a balance 
both socially and emotionally (Huang, 1994). 
This study is based on the assumption that there are cultural differences between 
eastern and western cultures. It is assumed that persons from eastern cultures will 
behave respective to their culture, and persons from western culture will behave 
respective to their culture. The following study by Cooke, Klopf, and Ishii (1991) 
helps to verify these assumptions. 
Cooke, Klopf, and Ishii (1991) compared European-American and Japanese-
American undergraduates on a measure of eastern and western thought (Gilgen & Cho, 
1980). The measure includes items designed to reflect ideals present in 
eastern/collectivist culture, for example; people are one with nature, human beings 
should be comfortable with anyone because of their oneness with the cosmos, knowing 
is obtained through meditation, and mind and body are one. The measure also includes 
items designed to reflect components of western/individualistic world view, for 
example; human beings are distinct from nature, mind and body are separate entities, 
and knowledge is found through science and technology. One hundred and sixty three 
European-American and 240 Japanese respondents completed the questionnaire. 
Results indicated that Japanese-Americans indeed think in terms of an eastern mode of 
thought, endorsing the respective items on the measure and European-Americans reflect 
western thought, also endorsing the respective items. This is an important study 
because it verifies the notion that Japanese-Americans do indeed maintain an eastern 
collectivist world view, and that European-Americans maintain a western individualist 
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world view. 
Since this study was conducted in Hawai'i it is important to understand that 
Hawai'ian culture shares similarities to eastern culture. Although only a few people 
living in Hawai'i are pure Hawai'ian, many people who were born and raised there 
consider themselves to be part of the Hawai'ian culture regardless of their ethnicity. 
The following studies examine Hawai'ian culture and discuss way in which it is similar 
to eastern cultures. 
Hawai'ian culture shares some similarities to eastern cultures in that Hawai'ian 
culture is collective and family centered (Triandis et al., 1990). Mokuau (1990) 
interviewed five Hawai'ian spiritual leaders and found that they rely on family-centered 
approaches to address mental health concerns. Thus, it was suggested that mental 
health professionals utilize family-centered approaches when counseling Hawai'ians. In 
another study, Mokuau (1994) utilized an oral history as a means of gathering 
information from six female Hawai'ian elders. Mokuau discovered three salient themes 
arise: spiritual/religious convictions, connectedness with friends and connectedness 
with nature. Omizo and Omizo (1989) suggested that Hawai'ians' orientation to time is 
not as rigid as the western tradition of strict adherence to schedules (Katz, 1985). Hsu, 
Tseng, Ashton, McDermott, et al.(1987) studied 407 nonclinical families, 
representative of four Hawai'ian ethnic groups, including Hawai'ians, Chinese-
Americans, Japanese-Americans, and European-Americans. They analyzed videotapes 
of subject interactions. Findings suggest that European-Americans self disclosed more 
than the other groups. Japanese and Hawai'ian families tended to have more of a 
dominance-submission pattern than European-American and Chinese families. 
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In summary, differences seem to exist between eastern and western world 
views. The eastern world view is composed of a collectivist ideology where group 
goals are paramount. The self is perceived in the context of the family and the larger 
community. The self is not simply a part of the family and community, rather the self 
is community and the community is self. In western culture, an individualist ideology 
is prevalent. Individual goals are often more important than group goals. The self is 
perceived as a discrete entity with a unique identity separate from family and 
community. Family and community are often important as sources of social support, 
yet it is not uncommon for individuals in western cultures to develop new support 
networks if family is not readily available. It is hypothesized that social support will be 
important to both cultures, yet sources of social support and perceptions of support 
persons will differ due to the emic differences between these the different world views. 
Social Support 
In the early 1980s research related to social support began to increase, and 
during that time, social support emerged as a major construct in the social sciences 
(Cassel, 1976; Cobb, 1976; Dean & Lin, 1977, Heller, 1979; Kaplan, Cassel, & Gore, 
1977; Mitchell & Trickett, 1980; Mueller, 1980; Pilisuk & Froland, 1978; Unger & 
Powell, 1980). Barrera (1986) described the different ways social support has been 
conceptualized as a construct. Social support is a broad term that is used to describe 
three related yet different constructs: social embeddedness, perceived social support, 
and enacted support. The current study addresses each of these components of social 
support. 
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The first of these related constructs is social embeddedness, and it refers to "the 
connections that individuals have to significant others in their social environments" 
(Barrera p. 415). Social embeddedness also involves a person's perception of 
community (Sarason, 1974) and a person's social network. The size and strength of a 
person's social network is related to the support that is available to a given person. 
Kahn's (1979) definition of social support is important because it encompasses 
perceived social support and enacted support. Social support is defined by Kahn in the 
following way. 
"interpersonal transactions that include one or more of the following: the 
expression of positive affect of one person toward another; the affirmation or 
endorsement of another persons behaviors, perceptions or expressed views; the 
giving of symbolic or material aid to another" (Kahn, 1979, p. 85). 
Kahn's definition was used in the development of the Norbeck Social Support 
Questionnaire (NSSQ) (Norbeck, Lindsey, & Carrieri, 1981). The NSSQ was the 
instrument used to measure these aspects of social support in the current study. 
The second construct is termed perceived social support. Perceived social 
support is the construct that characterizes the majority of social support research 
(Barrera, 1986). Perceived social support involves people's perception of the quality of 
their interpersonal connections to others. Measures of perceived social support 
therefore focus on perception of availability and adequacy of interpersonal ties where 
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support is derived (Cohen & Hoberman, 1983; Holahan & Moos, 1981; Turner et al., 
1983). Perceived social support encompasses the positive affect and affirmation 
components of Kahn's (1979) definition. Barrera distinguished perceived social support 
from social embeddedness by noting that measures of perceived support do not quantify 
the number of support contacts within a social network, nor do they quantify the 
amount of social contact. Measures of perceived social support attempt to assess a 
person's belief that suitable support is available. 
Enacted support is the third construct related to social support as described by 
Barrera (1986). Enacted support involves the actions that a person takes when they are 
providing support to an individual. In other words, enacted support involves the 
specific behaviors that one does in order to provide support. Empathic listening or 
encouragement may be some examples of enacted support. Enacted social support 
therefore encompasses the symbolic or actual giving of aid component of Kahn's (1979) 
definition. 
Jackson (1992) described two versions of the matching hypothesis used to assess 
the importance of match between support source and stress source as it relates to 
support effectiveness. The first version put forth by LaRocco, House, and French 
(1980) suggested that it is important to examine the match between the support provider 
and the environment in which the stress is perceived. For example, a family member is 
thought to be a more effective support provider for family-related stress than a non-
family member. The second version of the matching hypothesis was put forth.by 
Cohen and McKay (1984). This version suggested that the needs of the individual must 
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match the support available for the support to be effective. For example, if a person 
needs informational support to resolve a stressful situation then it is hypothesized that 
emotional support alone would not be sufficient. In this sense, the matching hypothesis 
is related to the buffering hypothesis which specifies that social support is only 
propitious during a stressful event where support is related to the stressful event 
(Sarason, Sarason, & Pierce, 1990). Sarason et al. (1990) also point out that for social 
support to be effective the support must be intended as supportive by the provider of 
support, perceived as supportive by the receiver of the support, or that both 
eventualities must be true. 
Jackson's (1992) discussion of the matching hypothesis adds some 
dimensionality to Kahn's definition. Jackson hypothesized that in order for social 
support to be effective, the support from provider must be matched to the needs of the 
recipient of the support. For example, a family member may be a better match than a 
mental health worker for some persons because a family member may have a better 
understanding of the needs of another family member. It is hypothesized that this is 
one of the variables that will differ dependent upon culture. 
Buunk and Hoorens (1992) suggested that social support is essential to mental 
health when dealing with stressful life events. However, there are various theories and 
findings about the way in which social support functions to alleviate stress, and how it 
is defined. 
Sarason et al. (1990) hypothesized that perceived support acts as a buffer against 
stress. Sarason provided the following example, if a person is traveling by car in a 
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unfamiliar area, the perception that there are open gas stations where directions could 
be obtained may serve as a buffer against stress induced by the fear of getting lost. The 
stress buffer is situation specific though, as open gas stations would not serve as a 
buffer against stress if a person was traveling in a familiar area and is experiencing 
stress related to other factors. 
Sarason et al. (1990) described the situational context as the specific event that 
induces the need for support, (e.g., the death of a loved one, difficulties in the work 
environment). The intra-personal context refers to stable patterns of self and other 
perceptions by providers and recipients of social support. Interpersonal context refers 
to qualitative features of an individual's social contacts (i.e., adequacy). It also refers 
to quantitative features of an individual's social contacts, for example the size of a 
person's social network. 
Sarason, Pierce, Shearin et al. (1991) theorized that perceived social support 
was positively related to self perceptions, other's views of self, and perceptions of 
others. Sarason et al. utilized self report measures of perceived availability of social 
support and support satisfaction as assessed by the Social Support Questionnaire (SSQ). 
Results supported their hypothesis that perceived social support is positively related to 
perceptions of others. Sarason et al. conducted a second study in which research 
participants completed the SSQ and a measure of self concept, the Self Concept 
Questionnaire (SCQ). The results supported the hypothesis that perceived social 
support was positively related to self perceptions. The second study also included 
fathers, mothers, and same sex friends of the participants who also completed the SCQ 
in terms of how they viewed the participant. Results supported the hypothesis that 
perceived social support was positively related to others perceptions of self. 
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Shumaker and Brownwell ( 1984) discussed contextual factors that influence 
perceived social support including the physical environment, and they also highlighted 
the importance of differences such as culture, gender, and age. Only a few studies that 
examine cultural differences in social support have appeared since Shumaker and 
Browmwell's (1984) paper. Included in the following paragraphs is a critique of those 
studies. 
Hershberger and D'Augelli (1992) utilized a path-analytic model to investigate 
the relationship between academic performance, social support and graduation among 
African-American and White (European-American) college students. Measures of 
academic performance included high school grade point average, college grade point 
average, and Scholastic Aptitude Tests scores. Three measures of social support were 
used including the Norbeck Social Support Questionnaire (NSSQ), the Perceived Social 
Support Scales (PSS), and the Interpersonal Support Evaluation List (ISEL). The 
General Well Being Scale (GWB) was used to assess adjustment. College GP A was 
found to influence graduation. White students in the study were found to have higher 
levels of perceived social support than African-American students. However, findings 
did not support the link between social support and college GP A because the direct path 
between these variables was not significant. Jay and D'Augelli (1991) found that 
differences in the level of perceived social support for White and African-American 
students disappeared when they controlled for parent income. 
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Solberg and Villarreal (1995) investigated the relationship between self-efficacy, 
social support, stress, and their relationship to both physical and psychological distress 
among Hispanic college students. The College Self-Efficacy Inventory (CSEI) was 
used to measure self-efficacy; stress was measured using the College Stress Inventory 
(CSI). Social support was measured by utilizing two sub-scales from the Social 
Provisions Scale (SPS). College adjustment was measured using the Brief Symptom 
Inventory (BSI). Results suggest that social support and self-efficacy account for 34 % 
of the variance in college adjustment. The largest percent of variance was accounted 
for by self-efficacy: 29 % . 
Mallinckrodt (1988) conducted a study of social support retention and dropout 
intention among White and African-American college students. Results support the 
notion that social support is related to student retention. Results also suggested that 
social support from the campus community is more critical for African-American 
students than for White students. 
The studies reviewed examined cultural differences, yet these investigations 
shared the same methodological limitations. The first concern has to do with the way 
participants were divided into groups. In all three studies the basis for decision 
regarding which cultural group participants belonged in was ethnicity. The problem is 
that ethnicity is not always the best indicator of a person's culture and world view. If a 
person is Spanish for example, yet is raised among Chinese people in a Chinese 
neighborhood, it is possible that that person's culture and world view may indeed be 
Chinese. By failing to measure world view directly, real differences between the 
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groups may have been missed. The previous investigations all relied on quantitative 
measures that involved forced choices, therefore constraining the data. In addition, 
when examining cultural differences, quantitative measures may not be applicable to all 
groups. Most measures have been normed on European American cultural groups, and 
evidence affirming their validity in a new cultural population does not exist. 
In summary, social support is a complex construct composed of three related 
constructs: social embeddedness, enacted support, and perceived social support. Social 
support is an important factor in maintaining a good state of mental health; in addition 
it can be particularly helpful during stressful situations. An additional factor is that the 
social support that is provided must be matched to the needs of the recipient. This 
current study is designed to assess all three aspects of social support mentioned above. 
This investigation addressed a number of significant limitations of previous 
investigations. Qualitative methods were used in order to obtain data that are not 
constrained by forced choice measures. The qualitative segment was designed to 
provide rich data reflecting the perceptions of social support from individualist and 
collectivist world views. In addition this investigation explored themes generated by 
members of cultures with different world views. The benefits were twofold. 
The world view measure is not limited to categorizing people by ethnicity, who may in 
fact not have the world view that is stereotypically associated with their ethnicity. The 
second benefit is that the Hui's (1988) individualism and collectivism measure was 
developed in both eastern and western cultures and does not appear to be culturally 
biased. 
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This study was designed to examine the qualitative perceptions of social support 
of persons from individualist and collectivist cultures, as well as the quality of support 
related to stress. Perceived social support and enacted social support was therefore 
examined for the purpose of this study. Perceived social support was defined as one's 
perceptions of the quality of their attachments to others (Barrera, 1986). Sarason, 
Sarason, and Pierce (1990) theorize that perceived social support functions as a buffer 
against stress. The study was also designed to examine aspects of a person's social 
network and match between support provider and recipient, to determine whether 
family or peer groups make up the primary social network. Social embeddedness will 
therefore also be examined in an effort to determine support sources. Sarason ( 197 4) 
described social embeddedness as a persons social network. In addition, the current 
study was designed to examine the experiences of recipients of social support. 
CHAPTER3 
METHODOLOGY 
Sampling Procedure 
Selected faculty in the School of Nursing and College of Arts and Sciences at 
the University of Hawai'i at Manoa and the University of Hawai'i at West Oahu agreed 
to allow access to research participants through their courses. Participants included 
undergraduate and graduate students in nursing, biology, and sociology courses on the 
island of Oahu. 
The researcher attended various classes and ask for volunteers. Students who 
agreed to participate were given survey packets and asked to complete them 
immediately after class. Several professors also agreed to take a number of surveys and 
administer them in their other courses. Neither reimbursement nor course credit were 
given as an enticement to participate. 
Response to Request to Participate 
The students responded favorably to the request to participate. Approximately 
85 % of the students who were asked to participate in the study completed the 
questionnaires. The sample size consisted of 103 participants. 
Demographic Characteristics of Sample 
The participants represented primarily three cultural groups, European-
Americans, Asian-Americans, and Filipinos. This distribution compares with the 
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cultural characteristics of the general University of Hawai'i system population. The 
cultural make up of the University of Hawai'i student population is as follows: 23.1 % 
of the non-military population are European-American, 23.3% Japanese, 10.5% part 
Hawai'ian, 13.2% Filipino, 8.7% mixed other than part Hawai'ian, 8.1 % Chinese, 
2.6% Korean, 1.1 % African-American, 1 % Samoan, 1 % unmixed Hawai'ian, and .4% 
Puerto Rican (Institutional Research Office, 1995). The sample demographics are 
summarized in tables 1 and 2. 
Characteristic 
African-American 
Asian 
European-American 
Filipino 
Hawai'ian 
Hispanic 
Other 
Indi v1dualists 
Collectivists 
Gender Female 
Gender Male 
Table 1 
Ethnicity/World View/Gender Data 
Frequency 
3 
54 
45 
18 
7 
14 
7 
51 
52 
84 
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Percentage 
2.9% 
52.4% 
43.7% 
17.5% 
6.8% 
13.6% 
6.8% 
49.5% 
50.5% 
81.6% 
18.4% 
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More than 52 % of the respondents were Asian, 44 % were European-American, 
17% were Filipino, 14% Hispanic, 7% Hawai'ian, 7% other and 3% African-
American. The sample was nearly an even split with regard to world view, with 
approximately 50% individualists and 50% collectivists. Approximately 82 % of the 
respondents were female, and 18% male. 
Characteristic Mean 
Age 28.95 
GPA 3.42 
Table 2 
Demographics 
Median 
26.00 
3.50 
Std. Dev. Range 
9.21 18-55 
0.46 1.70-4.00 
The mean age of the participants was 28. 9 years and respondents ranged in age 
from 18-55 years. The average GPA was 3.42 and the range was 1.70-4.00. 
Instruments 
An informed consent form was first in the survey packet and is included in 
appendix A. This form included information about the nature of the study and why it 
was important to the field. It informed participants of possible risks and benefits of the 
study. The informed consent form also included information regarding the anonymous 
nature of the study and informed potential participants of their right to refuse to 
participate in the study. A Demographic Information Form was included next in the 
packet and asked for participant's age, gender, location of family, GPA, and ethnicity. 
This form is included in appendix B. 
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Individualism Collectivism Scale 
Hui's (1988) individualism/collectivism (INDCOL) measure, contained in 
appendix G, was used to assess world view as a dichotomy, either individualist or 
collectivist. The questionnaire consists of 34 questions that address different aspects of 
individualism and collectivism. Responses are given on a 6 point multi-step scale, and 
the average score is used to determine world view, either individualist or collectivist. 
A mean split, set at 3.03, was used to designate participants into one of the two groups 
representing individualist or collectivist world view (Hui & Yee, 1994). Those 
participants who scored higher than the mean were identified as those who have a 
collectivist world-view. Participants who score lower than the mean were identified as 
those who have a individualist world view. Items for the INDCOL were developed 
using 108 Chinese university students and 132 American university students in Illinois. 
The initial version of the INDCOL (Hui, 1988) consisted of 6 sub-scales that could be 
summed to obtain a General Collectivism Index (GCI). The sub-scales initially 
included spouse, parent, kin, neighbor, friend, and co-worker affiliation. Hui and Yee 
(1994) combined the parent and spouse scale in a shortened version of the INDCOL 
because factor analysis revealed that they were in fact part of the same factor. Test-
retest reliability estimations ranged between . 62 and . 79 on the original six sub-scales. 
The overall test-retest reliability estimate for the GCI was . 72 (Hui, 1988). This 
estimate was based on a two week duration and suggests that individualism and 
collectivism are relatively stable over time. Spearmen-Brown split-half estimations 
ranged between .46 and . 76, with the exception of the spouse scale with an estimation 
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of .38. The overall split-half estimation for the GCI was .58 (Hui, 1988). Chronbach 
alpha estimations ranged between .46 and . 76 for the original six sub-scales for an 
overall estimation of . 62 on the GCI. These estimations suggest a moderate degree of 
internal consistency for the INDCOL scale (Hui, 1988). 
Validity for this measure was established using several methods. Expert judges 
were used to determine if items discriminated between individualists and collectivists. 
Not only did items discriminate between individualists and collectivists, but the scale 
was acceptable to researchers in both cultures, and, therefore, did not seem to be biased 
(Hui, 1988). Concurrent validity was supported when those who scored high on the 
collectivism scale also scored high on a scale that assessed need for approval, Crowne 
and Marlowe's (1964) social desirability scale. Likewise, persons who scored low on 
collectivism index also scored lower on the social desirability scale (Hui, 1988). 
Predictive validity was supported when persons who score high or low on the INDCOL 
scale behaved in ways that one would predict based on the construct. For example, the 
scale was administered to 25 American students, and an experiment was designed to 
assess social obligation, with the supposition that collectivists would feel a stronger 
social obligation than individualists. Participants in the experiment read a scenario 
where they went to lunch with a friend and the lunch costs six dollars. The friend left 
the tip of $1.50. The participants were asked how much they would repay their friend. 
Significant differences were found in the amount for collectivists and individualists, 
where collectivists felt a stronger obligation to repay more money than individualists 
(Hui, 1988). 
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The GCI was utilized for the current study, to establish an overall estimate of 
individualism and collectivism. The more recent short form of the INDCOL was used 
to derive the GCI. (Hui & Yee, 1994). The psychometrics are improved over the 
earlier form of the INDCOL (Hui & Yee, 1994). Additional factor analysis revealed 
that several items did not contribute to the internal consistency of the study, therefore 
those items were eliminated from the short form. 
Stress Inventories 
The Solberg Stress Inventory (SSI) (Solberg, 1995) is included in Appendix D. 
The SSI was used to assess perceived stress level. This scale was developed by first 
asking graduate psychology students to list items they experienced as stressful. Forty-
four items were developed from the students' responses. The Chronbach' s alpha, 
internal consistency reliability estimate is . 95 suggesting that it is a reliable measure of 
perceived stress level. The SSI is new and psychometric data is still being gathered, 
therefore an additional stress measure was used in conjunction with the Solberg scale. 
The Mental Health sub-scale (MH sub-scale) of the Medical Outcomes Study 
Short-Form Health Survey (SF-36) (included in Appendix E) is designed to assess 
perceived mental stress. (McHorney, Ware, Lu, & Sherbourne, 1994). 
The SF-36 was developed for use with diverse patient populations, differing in 
socioeconomic level, diagnosis, and culture. Reliability and validity estimates 
remained strong across groups. Coefficient alpha for the Mental Health (MH) sub-scale 
ranged between . 82 and . 90 (McHorney et al. , 1994). This suggests that the MH sub-
scale is a relatively pure measure. Item discriminant validity estimates were computed 
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by comparing each item to its hypothesized scale and with each other scale. 
Correlations were used to make these determinations, and in all cases the correlations 
were higher for the items hypothesized scale than the other scales, providing evidence 
for heterogeneity of the different scales. Discriminant validity estimates ranged 
between . 65 and . 81 for the MH sub-scale (McHomey et al., 1994). 
Social Support Measure 
The Norbeck Social Support Questionnaire (NSSQ), contained in Appendix F 
(Norbeck, Lindsey, & Carrieri, 1981) was used to assess social support for several 
reasons. The NSSQ was designed based on Kahn's (1979) definition of social support. 
The NSSQ identifies support source and provides information about support network. 
The NSSQ was developed with a population of both European-Americans and Asian-
Americans. 
The NSSQ was developed based on Kahn's (1979) definition of support that 
suggests that the recipient of social support perceives affirmation, positive affect, and 
aid from the provider of social support. The NSSQ was also designed to assess the 
source of social support and the extensiveness of the social network. Participants are 
asked to list the initials of the persons they receive support from and the relationship 
they have to each person, for example a friend, relative, or counselor. Participants are 
then asked to respond to nine variables, rating each person on a five point multi-step 
scale on each variable. For example the first variable asks participants, "How much 
does this person make you feel loved?" (Norbeck et al., 1981). The participant would 
then rate each person they listed, according to the variable, concerning how much the 
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person makes them feel loved. Three scores were used in this study, the overall 
perceived social support score, the family support score, and the friend support score. 
Scores were derived by averaging the scores for each category. 
Reliability and validity evidence for the NSSQ are as follows. Internal 
consistency reliability estimations for the affirmation items was . 97. The affirmation 
items are designed to assess whether or not the support provider is perceived as 
affirming and empathetic to the support recipient. Internal consistency reliability 
estimations were .96 for the aid items. These items are designed to assess whether the 
support provider is perceived by the support recipient as providing effective aid. These 
estimations suggest that the NSSQ is a relatively pure measure of these two aspects of 
social support (Norbeck, et al. , 1981). 
Construct validity evidence for the NSSQ is based on concurrent, discriminant, 
and predictive validity evidence. Concurrent validity evidence was provided when the 
NSSQ was compared to another measure of social support, The Personal Resource 
Questionnaire (PRQ) developed by Brandt and Weinert (1981). Significant correlations 
were found at the .01 level. The correlations for affect on the NSSQ and the PRQ 
ranged between . 39 and .41. Correlations for Affirmation on the NSSQ and the PRQ 
ranged between .35 and .37. Correlations for aid on the NSSQ and the PRQ ranged 
between .39 and .41 (Norbeck, et al., 1983). Discriminant evidence was provided 
when the NSSQ was compared with an unrelated construct, the need for control, and 
significant correlations were not found. Predictive validity evidence was provided 
when the NSSQ was used to predict stress level. The interaction between life stress on 
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the Life Experiences Survey (LES), developed by Sarason, Johnson, and Siegel (1978), 
and aid on the NSSQ accounted for 13.2 percent of the variance. An additional 11.7 
percent of the variance in life stress on the LES was accounted for by the duration of 
support on the NSSQ (Norbeck, et al., 1983). 
Qualitative Data 
Participants were asked to describe the qualities that are important to them in a 
close friendship or supportive relationship like the ones they mentioned in the NSSQ. 
In addition, participants were asked to describe what situations they are likely to elicit 
support, and describe how they felt when support was not readily available. This 
question is designed to gather qualitative data regarding the participants primary source 
of social support. Constant comparison techniques were used to group date into salient 
thematic categories. The qualitative questionnaire is contained in Appendix C. 
CHAPTER4 
RESULTS 
The results of the data analysis are divided into two sections, descriptive 
analysis and correlations for the instruments, and hypothesis testing. 
Descriptive Analysis of Instruments 
Descriptive statistics for the instruments are provided in Table 3. Means, 
medians, standard deviations, and ranges are provided. Pearson correlations are 
provided in Table 4. 
Table 3 
Instrument Results 
Instrument Mean Median Stand. Dev. Range 
Solberg 2.55 2.52 .66 1.09-4.05 
Stress Scale 
MH-Sub- 3.08 2.89 .84 1.28-5.00 
scale 
Norbeck 4.10 4.11 .52 2.47-5.00 
Social 
Support 
Family 4.24 4.33 .59 2.50-5.00 
Support 
Friend 4.11 4.17 .63 2.00-5.00 
Support 
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Table 3 - Continued 
Instrument Results 
Instrument Mean Median Stand. Dev. Range 
Individualism 2.89 2.97 .40 1.89-3.89 
collectivism 
scale 
Scores on the Solberg Stress Scale ranged from 1. 09-4. 05, with a mean of 
(M=2.55). Scores on the MR-sub-scale ranged from 1.28-5.00, with a mean of 
(M=3.08). Overall social support scores on the Norbeck Social Support measure 
ranged from 2.47-5.00, with a mean (M=4.10). The family support scores ranged 
from 2.50-5.00, with a mean of (M=4.24) and the friend scores ranged from 2.00-5.00 
with a mean of (M=4.ll). 
Table 4 
Pearson Correlations for Instruments 
Scale MR-Sub-scale Nor beck Social Solberg Stress 
Support Scale 
MR-Sub-scale 1.00 ------ ------
Norbeck Social -.037 1.00 ------
Support 
Solberg Stress .656** .064 1.00 
Scale 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 Level (2-tailed) 
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The Solberg Stress Scale and the MR-Sub-scale are moderately correlated, the 
Pearson r for these two scales was (r = . 66) suggesting they are measuring some of the 
same elements of stress. This correlation is expected since they are both designed to 
measure aspects of stress. The other scales are not related, as is expected since they are 
designed to measure differing constructs. 
Hypotheses 
Hypothesis One 
There is a significant difference in the level of perceived social support for 
family and friends dependant upon world view either collectivist or individualist. 
Persons with collectivist world views are more likely to have a higher level of 
perceived social support from family than peer groups. Persons with individualist 
world views are likely to have the same level of perceived social support for family and 
friends. 
A T-test was used to compare the means for family and friend support for 
collectivists. The same procedure was used to compare the family and friend support 
means for individualists. The means are included in Table 5. 
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Table 5 
Means and Standard Deviations for Friend and Family Support 
Variable Mean SD SE of Mean 
Collectivist 4.14 .62 .09 
Friend Support 
Collectivist 4.38 .60 .08 
Family Support 
Individualist 4.07 .64 .10 
Friend Support 
Individualist 4.09 .57 .09 
Family Support 
For collectivists the family support mean (M=4.38) was significantly greater 
than the friend support mean (M=4.14), (1=-2.38) (p::; 0.05), thus rejecting the null 
hypothesis. For individualists the family support mean (M=4.09) was not significantly 
different from the friend support mean (M = 4. 07), (1 = -.18) w ~ 0. 05), thus rejecting 
the null hypothesis. 
An ANOVA using the NSSQ score for perceived social support was used to 
examine significant mean differences (p::;; 0. 05) in social support between the cultural 
groups. The one-way design includes the two world views as independent/individual 
variables by the two support sources (family or friend), as dependent variables. The 
means and standard deviations are included in Tables 6 and 7. 
36 
Table 6 
Means and Standard Deviations for Family Support 
Group Mean SD SE 
Individualists 4.09 .57 .08 
N=49 
Collectivists 4.38 .58 .08 
N=52 
Total 4.24 .59 .06 
N=lOl 
The family social support mean for collectivists (M=4.38) was significantly 
greater than the family social support mean for individualists (4.09), (f =6.82) 
(p~ 0.05), thus rejecting the null hypothesis. 
Table 7 
Means and Standard Deviations for Friend Support 
Group Mean SD SE 
Individualists 4.07 .64 .10 
N=40 
Collectivists 4.14 .62 .09 
N=50 
Total 4.11 .63 .07 
N=90 
The friend social support mean for collectivists (M = 4 .14) was not significantly 
greater than the friend social support mean for individualists (4.07), (f = .29) 
(pz 0.05), thus rejecting the null hypothesis. 
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Hypothesis Two 
There is a significantly lower level of perceived social support and a 
significantly higher level of stress level in persons with collectivists world-views when 
immediate family is not available. Persons with collectivist world views will have 
more difficulty transferring from family support to peer support than will persons with 
individualist world views. Difficulty transferring from one support group to another 
will be evidenced by a lower level of perceived social support and a higher stress level. 
Thus, for persons from collectivist cultures whose family of origin does not live on the 
island of Oahu, it was hypothesized that the level of perceived social support will be 
lower and stress levels will be higher. This hypothesis was examined using two one 
way ANOVA procedures to compare members of the two cultural groups, across levels 
of perceived social support and stress. One ANOVA was used to compare stress and 
social support for collectivists with families who live on the island, with stress and 
social support for collectivists with families who do not live on the island. The second 
ANOVA procedure was used to compare stress and social support for individualists 
with families who live on the island, with stress and social support for individualists 
with families who do not live on the island. The means and standard deviations are 
included in Tables 8 and 9. 
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Table 8 
Means and Standard Deviations for Stress and Social Support 
Solberg Count Mean SD SE 
Stress Scale 
Family 20 2.38 .65 .15 
Off Island 
Family 32 2.56 .66 .12 
On Island 
Total 52 2.49 .66 .09 
MH-Subscale Count Mean SD SE 
Family 20 2.83 1.02 .23 
Off Island 
Family 32 3.07 .80 .14 
On Island 
Total 52 2.98 .89 .12 
Social Count Mean SD SE 
Support 
Family 20 4.18 .47 .10 
Off Island 
Family 32 4.24 .49 .09 
On Island 
Total 52 4.22 .48 .07 
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Table 9 
Means and Standard Deviations for Individualists 
Solberg Count Mean SD SE 
Stress Scale 
Family 11 2.62 .69 .21 
Off Island 
Family 40 2.62 .67 .11 
On Island 
Total 51 2.62 .66 .09 
MH-Subscale Count Mean SD SE 
Family 11 2.78 .92 .28 
Off Island 
Family 40 3.19 .75 .12 
On Island 
Total 51 3,10 .80 .11 
Social Count Mean SD SE 
Support 
Family 11 4.03 .50 .15 
Off Island 
Family 40 3.97 .55 .07 
On Island 
Total 51 3.98 .53 .07 
40 
ANOV A one examined the stress scores on the SSI for collectivists with family 
on-island compared with collectivists with family off-island, CE= .98) (p2 0.05). 
ANOVA two examined stress scores on the MR-sub-scale for collectivists with family 
on-island compared with collectivists with family off-island, CE= .86) (p2 0.05). 
ANOVA three examined perceived social support scores on the NSSQ for collectivists 
with family on-island compared with collectivists with family off-island CE= .16) 
(122 0.05). 
ANOVA four examined the stress scores on the SSI for individualists with 
family on-island compared with individualists with family off-island, CE= .00) 
(122 0.05). ANOVA five examined stress scores on the MR-sub-scale for individualists 
with family on-island compared with individualists with family off-island, CE=2.31) 
(122 0.05). ANOV A six examined perceived social support scores on the NSSQ for 
individualists with family on-island compared with individualists with family off-island 
(E= .10) (122 0.05). 
Significant results were not demonstrated, thus not rejecting the null hypothesis. 
In fact the mean scores for stress appeared to be higher for both individualists and 
collectivists who had families that live on the island, as compared to individualists and 
collectivists who's immediate family did not live on the island. An additional ANOVA 
was therefore performed to examine the relationship of stress for persons with families 
living on the island CM= 1.13) and off island (M=2.81) for the entire sample N = 103. 
The results of this ANOVA approached significance CE=3.19) and (p2 0.05), with a 
sample size of (N = 103). 
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Hypothesis two is designed to examine on-island, in person support with 
persons who do not have in person support. Since participants may receive social 
support in other ways, data were collected regarding the type and frequency of contact 
participants had with their immediate family. The purpose of this section was to 
examine elements of social embeddedness, including personal contact, phone contact, e-
mail, and written correspondence. The data for individualists and collectivists is 
compared. The data is summarized in Tables 10, 11, 12, and 13. 
Table 10 
Personal Contact 
Individualists Collectivists Total 
Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
Never 6 11.6% 11 21.2% 17 16.5% 
Daily 28 54.9% 21 40.4% 49 47.6% 
Weekly 10 19.6% 8 15.4% 18 17.5% 
Monthly 3 5.9% 7 13.5% 10 9.7% 
Yearly 4 7.8% 5 9.6% 9 8.7% 
lndi vidualists 
Freq. Percent 
Never 16 31.4% 
Daily 9 17.6% 
Weekly 20 39.2% 
Monthly 6 11.8% 
Yearly 0 0% 
Individualists 
Freq. Percent 
Never 46 90.2% 
Daily 0 0% 
Weekly 4 7.8% 
Monthly 1 2.0% 
Yearly 0 0% 
Table 11 
Phone Contact 
Collectivists 
Freq. 
9 
14 
21 
7 
1 
Table 12 
E-mail 
Percent 
17.3% 
26.9% 
40.4% 
13.5% 
1.9% 
Co llecti vis ts 
Freq. Percent 
47 90.4% 
3 5.8% 
1 1.9% 
1 1.9% 
0 0% 
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Total 
Freq. Percent 
25 24.3% 
23 22.3% 
41 39.8% 
13 12.6% 
1 1% 
Total 
Freq. Percent 
93 90.3% 
3 2.9% 
5 4.9% 
2 1.9% 
0 0% 
Table 13 
Written Correspondence 
Individualists Collectivists Total 
Freq. Percent Freq. Percent Freq. Percent 
Never 42 82.4% 39 75% 81 78.6% 
Daily 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
Weekly 3 5.9% 1 1.9% 4 3.9% 
Monthly 5 9.8% 10 19.2% 15 14.6% 
Yearly 1 2.0% 2 3.8% 3 2.9% 
Chi square analyses were performed, although no significant differences were 
found. Participants from both groups, individualist and collectivist, received most of 
their family contact through daily (47.6%) and weekly (17.5%) personal contact. 
Many participants also had frequent phone contact with their immediate families 
(22.3%) daily and (39.8%) weekly. Contact via e-mail and correspondence was 
infrequent, although ( 14. 6 % ) of the participants received contact through monthly 
correspondence. A higher percentage of collectivists never have daily contact with 
their immediate family when compared with individualists. In addition, a higher 
percentage of individualists had daily or weekly contact with their immediate families 
than collectivists. Collectivists had a higher level of only monthly or yearly contact 
with their families as compared to individualists. A higher level of collectivists had 
daily telephone contact when compared with individualists. A higher percentage of 
individualists never had daily phone contact with immediate family members. Only a 
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few of the participants used e-mail to communicate with their immediate family, only 
8.7% overall. A slightly higher percentage of collectivists had contact with their 
immediate family via written correspondence when compared with individualists. 
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Data was collected regarding the length of time participants had known friends 
and immediate family members, as well as the frequency of contact participants had 
with friends and immediate family members. The data is summarized in Tables 14 and 
15. Between group means for individualists and collectivists are provided in addition to 
total sample means. The means are based on the following questions, with the 
following scales, taken from the Norbeck Social Support Questionnaire (Norbeck, 
Lindsey, & Carrieri, 1981). Question 7: How long have you known this person? 
Responses were indicated on a five point scale, with higher numbers indicating a 
greater length of time. Question 8: How frequently do you usually have contact with 
this person? (Phone calls, visits, or letters). Responses were indicated on a five point 
scale where higher numbers indicate more frequent contact. The NSSQ is contained in 
Appendix F. 
Table 14 
Means for Immediate Family Contact 
Individualists Collectivists Entire Sample 
How long 4.98 4.98 4.98 
How often 4.22 4.19 4.21 
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Table 15 
Means for Friend Contact 
Individualists Collectivists Entire Sample 
How long 4.38 4.14 4.24 
How often 3.63 3.78 3.71 
In almost all cases individualists and collectivists had known immediate family 
members for more than six years as would be expected. The only times when this was 
not the case is in reference to immediate family members who were less than six years 
old. On the average both individualists and collectivists had at least weekly contact 
with immediate family members (M=4.21), between group differences were not noted. 
In general individualists and collectivists knew friends for two to five years (M=4.24) 
for the entire sample. The mean for individualists though was slightly higher 
(M=4.38) when compared with the mean for collectivists (M=4.14). Collectivists and 
individualists both had monthly to weekly contact with friends, (M = 3. 71) for the entire 
sample, and between group differences did not occur. 
Hypothesis Three 
Ernie differences exist between persons with individualist and collectivist world-
views, with regard to their conception of what variables are essential for a close, 
supportive relationship. In order to examine this hypothesis, qualitative narrative 
descriptions of what constitutes a close supportive relationship were examined using the 
constant comparative method and categorized by salient themes for each group in an 
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attempt to identify between group differences. The unit of analysis was thematic. 
Descriptions were analyzed and salient themes were extracted, and data were 
categorized according to these themes. Themes were determined by the respondents 
themselves, descriptive terms were taken verbatim from the responses to form 
categories of themes. The first question asked respondents to describe qualities 
important to them in a close supportive relationship, and a number of respondents 
reported that "honesty" was an important quality. The term honesty was, therefore, 
used as a thematic category. Approximately twenty percent of the categories include 
combined terms. These categories are indicated by both words being listed and 
separated by a slash, for example, "honesty/truthful." This was done when terms were 
different versions of the same word, or when terms were synonymous. For example, 
supportive and support were grouped into the same category. Honesty and truthfulness 
were also combined into the same category. Terms with a frequency of one were put 
into the "other" category. Four raters were given a sample of 20 surveys and asked to 
identify thematic categories by listing descriptive terms verbatim from the responses. 
Interrater agreement for all categories ranged between 95-100 percent agreement. 
Raters consisted of professionals in the social sciences who have significant training in 
social science research. Table 16 includes the frequency data for the themes. In Table 
16 the data are categorized by world view, either individualist or collectivist, and are 
ranked by total according to how frequently participants responded with a particular 
theme. The ranking occurs in descending order. A Chi Square analysis was performed 
to determine if there were statistically significant differences in the frequency of themes 
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for collectivists as compared to individualists. There were no statistically significant 
differences. 
Table 16 
Qualities Essential to a Supportive Relationship by World View 
Total Collectivist Individualist 
N=52 N=51 
Theme Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
Communication 54 52.4% 28 53.8% 26 51% 
Trust 46 44.7% 27 52.9% 19 37.3% 
Honesty /Truthful 45 43.7% 22 42.3% 23 45.1 % 
Unconditional 29 28.23 16 30.8% 13 25.53 
Love/ Acceptance 
Caring/Kind 25 24.3% 12 23.1 % 13 25.5% 
Empathy/ 23 22.3% 9 17.33 14 27.53 
Understanding 
Supportive 21 20.43 13 25.0% 8 15.73 
Other 17 16.5% 10 19.23 7 13.73 
Equality 14 13.6% 6 11.53 8 15.7% 
Responsible 11 10.73 4 7.73 7 13.7% 
Considerate 11 10.7% 8 15.4% 3 5.9% 
Giving/Sharing 11 10.73 5 9.63 6 11.8% 
Humor 8 7.8% 3 5.8% 5 9.8% 
Patience 8 7.83 1 1.93 7 13.7% 
Fun 7 6.8% 3 5.8% 4 7.83 
Spiritual Support 4 3.9% 2 3.83 2 3.9% 
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Table 16 - Continued 
Qualities Essential to a Supportive Relationship 
Theme Total Collectivist Individualist 
Intelligence 4 3.9% 1 1.9% 3 5.9% 
Committed 4 3.9% 3 5.8% 1 2.0% 
Availability 4 3.9% 3 5.8% 1 2.0% 
Common 4 3.9% 1 1.9% 3 5.9% 
Interests/Values 
Encouragement 4 3.9% 2 3.8% 2 3.9% 
Financial Support 2 1.9% 0 0% 2 3.9% 
In most cases similar themes arose for individualists and collectivists, and the 
frequency of responses was similar. Several themes were notably more frequent for 
one group or the other. Collectivists (52.9%) identified "trust" as a salient component 
of a supportive relationship, more often than individualists (37. 3 % ). Collectivists also 
identified "being considerate" (15.4%) more frequently than individualists (5.9%). 
Individualists identified "empathy/understanding" (27 .5 % ) more frequently than 
collectivists (17 .3 % ). This data supports hypothesis three, in that emic differences do 
exist in terms of what factors are important to in a supportive relationship, dependent 
on world view. Overall the most frequently responded to themes were 
"communication" (52.4%), "trust" (44.7%), "honesty/truthful" (43.7%), "unconditional 
love and acceptance" (28.2 % ), "caring/kindness" (24.3 % ), "empathy/understanding" 
(22. 3 % ) , and "being supportive" (20 .4 % ) . 
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Hypothesis Four 
The fourth hypothesis was that differences exist for the two groups in terms of 
when support is elicited, and how persons from the two groups feel when social support 
is not available to them, as a measure of perceived well being. To examine hypotheses 
and four, qualitative narrative descriptions were examined using the constant 
comparison method, as described previously, and categorized by salient themes for each 
group in an attempt to identify between group differences. lnterrater agreement ranged 
between 95-99 percent in all the categories. The unit of analysis was thematic. Tables 
17 and 18 include the frequency data for the themes. In Table 17 and 18 the data are 
categorized by world view, either individualist or collectivist, and are ranked by total 
according to how frequently participants responded with a particular theme. The 
ranking occurs in descending order. A Chi Square analysis was performed to 
determine if there were statistically significant differences in the frequency of themes 
for collectivists as compared to individualists. There were two statistically significant 
difference as indicated by the * symbol. 
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Table 17 
Factors Related to Eliciting Support 
Total Collectivist lndi vi dualist 
N=52 N=51 
Theme Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
Relationship 44 42.73 23 44.23 21 41.23 
Difficulties 
Major Decision 22 21.43 12 23.13 10 19.63 
Advice/ 19 18.43 8 15.43 11 21.63 
Perspective 
Career 19 18.43 8 15.43 11 21.63 
Advice/Decision 
School Problem 17 16.53 9 17.33 8 15.73 
Emotional Crisis 16 15.53 12* 23.13 4 7.83 
Crisis 15 14.63 6 11.53 9 17.63 
Financial 13 12.63 7 13.53 6 11.83 
Problem/ Advice 
Stress 11 10.73 7 13.53 4 7.83 
Conflict 8 7.83 4 7.73 4 7.83 
Overwhelmed 5 4.93 2 3.83 3 5.93 
Moral/Ethical 3 2.93 2 3.83 1 2.03 
Dilemma 
Other 3 2.93 1 1.93 2 3.93 
Sharing 2 1.93 2 3.83 0 03 
Happiness 
For factors related to eliciting support, the themes and frequencies for individualists 
and collectivists were remarkably similar in most cases. The only notable difference was 
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in response to the theme, "emotional crisis." Collectivists identified "emotional crisis" 
(23 .1 % ) more frequently as a reason for seeking support, than individualists (7. 8 % ) . 
Overall respondents identified to "relationship difficulties" most frequently as a reason to 
seek support (42.7%), followed by "major decision" (21.4%), "Career decision" (18.4%), 
and "advice and perspective" (18.4 % ). 
Table 18 
How People Feel When Social Support is Unavailable 
Total Collectivist lndi vidualist 
N=52 N=51 
Theme Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
Lonely/ 39 37.9% 18 34.6% 21 41.2% 
Isolated 
Frustrated 34 33.0% 13 25% 21 41.2% 
Depressed/Sad/ 20 19.4% 10 19.2% 10 19.6% 
Unhappy 
Nervous/ Anxious 16 15.5% 11 21.2% 5 9.8% 
Worried 10 9.7% 7 13.5% 3 5.9% 
Stressed 9 8.7% 7* 13.5% 2 3.9% 
Self Reliant 9 8.7% 5 9.6% 4 7.8% 
Helpless 7 6.8% 2 3.8% 5 9.8% 
Confused 7 6.8% 4 7.7% 3 5.9% 
Trapped 6 5.8% 5 9.6% 1 2.0% 
Panic/Frantic 5 4.9% 3 5.8% 2 3.9% 
Angry 5 4.9% 3 5.8% 2 3.9% 
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Table 18 - Continued 
How People Feel When Social Support is Unavailable 
Total Collectivist Individualist 
N=52 N=51 
Theme Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent 
Discouraged 2 1.9% 1 1.9% 1 2.0% 
Scared 2 1.9%% 2 3.8% 0 0% 
There were several differences in frequency of response related to how people 
feel when support is not available. Individualists identified "frustrated" (41.2 % ) more 
frequently, as compared to (25. 0 % ) of collectivists. Collectivists identified "stress" 
( 13. 5 % ) more frequently as compared to (3. 9 % ) of individualists. Collectivists 
identified "nervous/anxious" (21.2%) more frequently as compared to (9.8%) of 
individualists. Overall respondents identified "lonely/isolated" (37.9%) more 
frequently, followed by "frustrated" (33.0%), and "depressed/sad/unhappy" (19.4%). 
This data supports the fourth hypothesis, in that emic differences to exist between 
cultures in the way people feel when support is not available. 
CHAPTER5 
DISCUSSION 
The first hypothesis stated that there would be significant difference in the 
source of social support dependent on world view either collectivist or individualist. 
Persons with collectivist world views are more likely to have a higher level of 
perceived social support for family than for friends. The results of the t-test support 
this hypothesis; for collectivists, the social support mean for family CM =4.38) was 
significantly greater than the social support mean for friends CM= 4 .14). This suggests 
that collectivists may indeed have a higher level of perceived social support for family 
as compared to friends. The second part of hypothesis one suggests that persons with 
individualist world views are likely to have the same level of social support for family 
and friends. The family (.M=4.09) and friend (.M=4.07) social support means for 
individualists were virtually identical, and not significantly different. This supports the 
hypothesis that individualists have the same level of perceived social support for family 
and friends. An ANOVA procedure was used to examine between group differences. 
The results were significant and may suggest that overall, collectivists CM =4.38) may 
have a higher level of perceived social support for their families than individualists do 
for their families (M = 4. 09) .. 
Although collectivists may have a higher level of perceived social support for 
family than friends, there is a question of practical significance. The mean difference is 
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relatively small, (.24) or about a 5 % difference. Although there is a statistically 
significant difference, such a small difference may have very little practical significance 
in terms of trying to understand social support in collectivists cultures. However, 
before dismissing the result there are some other factors to consider. Perceived social 
support was scored on a five point multi-step scale, where 1 was no support and 5 was 
a great deal of support. Participants in the study tended to use the higher end of the 
scale, from 3 to 5. The range of scores was between 2.47 and 5.00. This suggests that 
there may be a base rate for perceived social support of approximately 2.47, resulting 
in a restricted range of scores. Crocker and Algina (1986) suggested that a scale with 
more gradations will increase the variability in scores because finer distinctions can be 
made. More variability may allow for a larger difference to occur. It is therefore 
important not to dismiss the mean differences in family and friend social support. 
Future studies are needed to determine whether the difference has practical 
significance. 
The results have some important implications. The data suggests a trend that 
persons from collectivist cultures may have a higher level of perceived social support 
for family members than friends. This adds to Triandis et al. (1990) discussion of in-
groups for collectivists. Triandis stated that collectivists are more likely to confide only 
in members of in-groups which include families. In addition to confiding in family 
members the level of perceived social support may also be higher. In addition it is also 
interesting to note that individualists and collectivists had very similar levels of 
perceived social support regarding friends. The level of perceived social support for 
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friends was high for both groups. The mean for both groups was approximately (4.00) 
which indicates "quite a bit" of support on the NSSQ. This suggests that both groups 
may receive a healthy level of support from friends and family. Collectivists may have 
an additional support source in their family that is perceived as even more supportive 
than friends for both groups and family for individualists. The results of hypothesis 
one are encouraging, in that among the participants, both individualists and collectivists 
seem to have a high level of social support available to them. Although individualist 
culture is often characterized by competition (Greenhouse, 1992) and sometimes 
conflict (Skillings & Dobbins, 1991), it may not interfere with one's social support 
from family and friends. Additionally, the importance of unity, social harmony, and 
family (Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Huang, 1994) in collectivists cultures may allow 
for an even higher level of social support to occur. 
The second hypothesis stated that there would be a lower level of perceived 
social support and a significantly higher level of stress in persons with collectivist 
world views when immediate family is not available in person. The data did not 
support this hypothesis. The level of social support did not appear to be affected as a 
function of whether or not one's family lived on the island of Oahu. The level of stress 
was not lower for collectivists or individualists whose immediate family lived on the 
island. In fact, although the results were not significant, the means for the stress 
measures tended to be higher for both individualists and collectivists whose family did 
live on the island when compared to individualists and collectivists whose immediate 
family did not live on the island. An additional ANOVA was performed to examine the 
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relationship of stress for persons with families living on the island (M = 1.13) and off 
island (M = 2. 81) for the entire sample N = 103. The results of one of the stress 
measures (MH-subscale) approached significance with an (p= .08), suggesting an 83 
probability that the observed result occurred by chance alone. Replication is 
recommended to further confirm this result. This is a very curious trend and may 
suggest that although families are a source of social support, that families may also be a 
source of stress, and that the two are not necessarily mutually exclusive. The fact that 
there was not a significantly lower level of social support for either group when their 
family did not live on the island is interesting as well. The reason may be due to the 
fact that in all but three cases, persons who's families lived off island, had regular 
access to their family via the telephone, e-mail, or written correspondence. Levels of 
perceived social support for participants who had face to face contact with their family 
was virtually the same as participants who had only telephone contact with their family, 
and both were at a high level. The results suggest an interesting possibility in that face 
to face contact is not necessary for high levels of perceived social support to occur. In 
addition when face to face contact does not occur, stress levels may be lower. 
The third hypothesis predicted that emic differences would exist between 
persons with individualist and collectivist world views, with regard to their conception 
of what variables are essential for a close, supportive relationship. Statistically 
significant differences did not occur, however, differences in frequencies are discussed. 
The Chi square analysis may have been too conservative increasing the chance of a type 
II error, therefore, differences in frequencies are discussed as further study is needed 
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before we can determine whether or not these differences may exist. It is interesting to 
note though that the evidence suggests that there were more etic themes that arose, than 
emic differences. 
Several themes occurred more frequently for individualists or collectivists. 
Collectivists identified "trust" and "being considerate" as important components of a 
supportive relationship~ more often than individualists. Individualists identified 
"empathy /understanding" as an important theme more often than collectivists. 
Collectivist cultures tend to be family oriented (Markus & Kidayama, 1991), and if 
social support is indeed derived primarily from family members than it would seem 
logical that trust would be a salient theme. Trust most often occurs within the context 
of long term relationships. 
Individualists responded with empathy/understanding more frequently than 
collectivists. Markus and Kitayama (1991) stated that in individualist cultures the self 
is defined in terms of uniqueness. In essence individualists are trying to distinguish 
themselves from each other. It is possible that because there is a need to be unique. 
this creates a need for empathy and understanding. Perhaps individualists are likely to 
seek support from a person who understands what it is about them that makes them 
unique. Jackson's (1992) discussion of the matching hypothesis addresses the issue of 
enacted support by stating that for social support to occur, the support that is given by 
the provider of support must be matched to the needs of the recipient of support. It is 
possible that individualists have a stronger need for empathic understanding, and thus 
support providers who are empathic are sought out more often for support. For 
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collectivists to be matched to their support providers, what may be required is the trust 
that can develop over the course of a long standing relationship. 
Overall many themes that define supportive relationships were etic, transcending 
both individualist and collectivist world views. The most frequently responded to 
themes were "communication," "trust," "honesty/truthful," "unconditional love and 
acceptance," "caring/kindness," "empathy/understanding," and "being supportive." 
The fourth hypothesis states that differences exist for the two groups in terms of 
when support is elicited, and how persons from the two groups feel when social support 
is not available to them. Etic themes were again present with regard to situations when 
people seek support. This speaks to the suggestion that within group differences are 
sometimes greater than between group differences. Overall respondents responded 
most frequently to "relationship difficulties," followed by "major decision," "Career 
decision," and "advice and perspective" as the most important reasons for seeking social 
support. 
The only notable difference was in frequency of themes was, "emotional crisis." 
Collectivists were more likely to seek social support during an emotional crisis than 
individualists. This difference was statistically significant. It may be possible that 
because of the family orientation of collectivists (Huang, 1994; Mokuau, 1994), they 
may be more likely to seek support for an emotional crisis because family support is 
readily available, and family support may be well matched to the needs of the support 
recipient. Individualists may be more likely to try to resolve such a crisis on their own, 
in an individualist fashion, before seeking support to resolve such an issue. 
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There were several differences in frequency of themes identified related to how 
people feel when support is not available. Individualists identified "frustrated" more 
frequently, as compared to collectivists. Collectivists identified "stress" and 
"nervous/anxious" more frequently when compared to individualists. The difference if 
frequency for "stress" was statistically significant. Slote (1992) stated that in collectivist 
cultures, the perception self is intimately tied to the concept of family. Perhaps when 
support is not available, a person's sense of self becomes disintegrated, therefore, 
resulting in stress. Overall themes that respondents used to identify how they feel when 
support is not available were "lonely I isolated," followed by "frustrated," and 
"depressed/sad/unhappy." The results suggest that there may be a greater number of 
etic themes than emic differences. Perhaps what is most salient here is that for either 
group, when social support is not available, that respondents describe what could lead 
to some serious psychological symptomatology. Descriptions included 
"lonely/isolated," "depressed/sad/unhappy," "nervous." and "stressed." These 
descriptions support Buunk and Hoorens (1992) thesis that social support is essential to 
mental health. 
Several limitations should be noted with regard to this study when considering 
future studies in this area. The participants in the study consisted almost entirely of 
students in the human service disciplines. Students in these disciplines may differ from 
students in engineering or business for example, and therefore this may threaten the 
external validity of the study with regard to generalizability of the findings. In addition 
81.63 of the participants were women and 18.4% were men. Generalizibility to men 
may also be limited. Future studies should be expanded to include a more balanced 
sample of female and male participants. Future studies should also include a more 
diverse sample with regard to career and or college major. 
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Several threats to internal validity were also noted. The NSSQ measure 
assessed average perceived social support for family and friends. Some of the 
differences in perceived social suppport may have been measured imprecisely. For 
example a participant may have an average social support score of 4 for their family, 
when, in fact, they indicated a score of 5 for most family members, yet one low score 
brought the average down. This may be important because for some participants the 
persons in their families who received low social support scores are not persons who 
they seek out for support very often. In reality the level of perceived social support 
may indeed be different from the average. A possible resolution to this problem would 
be to also look at the mode as a measure of central tendency as a way of identifying 
more precisely the perceived level of social support that occurs most often. It should 
also be noted that the test-retest reliability estimates for Hui's (1988) individualism/ 
collectivism scale were in the moderate range. This may not be a serious threat to 
internal validity though because in Hui's (1988) study, persons who scored as 
collectivists on the scale were also determined to behave as collectivists when 
independant measures of their behavior were administered. The results also confirmed 
that persons whose scores indicated that they were individualists also behaved in ways 
that would be expected of someone with an individualist world view. In order to 
increase the certainty that persons whose scores indicate that they are collectivist or 
individualist, a future study may benefit from an additional measure of individualism 
and collectivism if new measures become available. If not than it may be possible 
create a measure that will assess behavioral characteristics that correspond to 
individualism and collectivism. 
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This study failed to measure how levels of perceived social support and stress 
may differ if family support was not available. Although many participants did not 
have frequent face to face contact with their families, they received support from their 
families via the telephone, e-mail, or correspondence. A logical future study may be 
designed to examine levels of stress and perceived social support when social support is 
not available via any of these modes. 
There were only two significant findings in the qualitative portion of the study 
and the data suggest more similarities than differences in the groups. Future 
investigators may wish to administer all items to each respondent. This will provide an 
equal opportunity for choosing each alternative. A firm foundation for the use of 
quantitative analyses to confirm the results will also be established. 
Conclusion 
The results of the study provided a number of interesting results. Although the 
difference may be small, collectivists may indeed have a higher level of social support 
for their family, than their friends. A more vital finding was that both individualists 
and collectivists had a high level of perceived social support for family and friends. 
This indicates that although there are cultural differences between the groups, members 
of both cultures manage to find a high level of social support. 
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Several studies define factors that are necessary for support to occur. Sarason, 
Sarason, and Pierce (1990) stated that support must be perceived by the recipient as 
supportive, and that it must be intended by the provider of support as supportive. 
Jackson (1992) extended this notion that the support given must be matched to the needs 
of the recipient of the support. The results of this study allow us to add some 
information to these theories. What was learned is that although there are several 
factors needed for support to occur, it does not need to occur face to face; social 
support may be equally effective when it occurs via the telephone. 
A number of themes arose regarding what factors are important to people 
seeking support, and etic themes were certainly more common. It is encouraging that 
there are many basic components of social support that are shared by both individualist 
and collectivist cultures. With regard to when social support was elicited and how 
respondents felt when support was not available, there was some evidence of emic 
differences, but etic themes were far more frequent. The qualitative data provided is a 
rich source of items that can be used in a future study. The items are unique because 
unlike many items used in survey research, these items were generated directly from 
respondents, and they are not the estimations of a single theorist. 
Perhaps one of the most important findings of the study was in response to 
asking participants how they feel when social support is not available to them. 
Responses included "lonely /isolated," "depressed/sad/unhappy," "nervous," and 
"stressed." These descriptions support Buunk and Hoorens (1992) thesis that social 
support is essential to mental health. The findings suggest that although social support 
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may not be sufficient for mental health, social support is at the very least, a necessary 
component of mental health. 
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APPENDIX A 
INFORMED CONSENT 
The following packet includes several questionnaires designed to gather information 
about your social experience for a study that examines cultural differences as they 
relate to social variables. Your responses will be anonymous, only summary data 
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will be reported and identifying data will not be included. The possible benefits of 
this study will be to improve our knowledge of the experiences of different cultural 
groups so that the needs of these groups can be better served. There are no known 
negative effects resulting from participation in this study. The packet of question-
naires can be completed in about 25-30 minutes. The purpose of this face sheet is to 
request your participation in the study, and to inform you that your participation 
would be greatly appreciated. However, it is your right to refuse to participate or 
withdraw from this study at any time, and negative consequences can not and will not 
be held against you if you refuse to participate. If you wish to participate in the study 
please sign the appropriate line below. Please do not put your name on any other 
pages of the packet. Thank you! 
Your Name Date: 
I do wish to participate in the study 
Your Name Date: 
I do not wish to participate in the study 
If you have any questions about the study you participated in, or would like a summary 
of the findings please contact: 
Dennis Perez (dperez@hawaii.edu) Under research supervision of Dr.Elizabeth Vera 
University of Hawai'i Manoa Loyola University Chicago (708) 853-3000 
Counseling and Student Development Department of Counseling Psychology 
312 Student Services Center 
Honolulu, HI 96822 
(808) 956-4610 
Mallinckrodt Campus 
1041 Ridge Road 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
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APPENDIX B 
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE 
Please complete the following questions regarding background information. 
1) Gender: Male Female 
2) Your Age 
3) Current GPA __ 
4) Rank (circle one) Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate Student 
5) Does your immediate family live on the island of Oahu? YES NO 
6) What kind of support do you receive from your family (For example: personal 
contact, phone contact. E-mail, correspondence)? 
How often does this occur? 
------
How often does this occur? 
------
How often does this occur? 
------
How often does this occur? 
------
8) Please identify your ethnic/cultural background, list as many as apply. 
APPENDIX C 
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APPENDIX C 
QUALITATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE 
In a few sentences, please describe qualities that are important to you in a 
close supportive· relationship. 
In a few sentences,.please describe·a situation where you would be likely to contact 
someone for advice or support. 
In a sentence or two, please describe how you feel when you cannot contact someone 
for advice or support. 
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APPENDIX D 
SOLBERG STRESS MEASURE 
During the Jast wccJc. how often have you experienced each of the following? 
Please fill in the number that best describes your Answer. 
Never Almost Never Sometimes Fairly often Very often Always 
1 2 3 4 s 6 
_Moodiness 
_Tired but inability to sleep 
_Feeling "panickecr 
_Feelings of dread 
_Feeling depressed 
_Becoming more sarcastic 
_Feeling disoriented 
_Procrastination 
_Been bothered by decreased enjoyment of family aDd 
free time from guilt over not smdyinglpreparing 
_Feeling anxious 
_Lack of appetite 
_Fatigue 
_More difficulty getting up in the morning 
_Feeling hopeless 
_Sleeping less at night 
_Skin more likely to break out 
_Indigestion and/or nausea 
_Overeating 
_Becoming pessimistic 
_Lacking good sleep 
_Inability to concentrate on imponant activities 
_Self doubt 
_Obsessing on wom case scenarios 
_Inability to do normal activities (i.e. work out. socialize) 
_lncrcascd hyperactivity 
_Inability to sleep 
_Less conccm:d abow com.act with family and friends. 
_lncrcascd appetite 
_Feeling out of comrol 
_Becoming easily upset or easily provoked 
_Headaches 
_lncrcascd hcanbcat 
_Fighting with significant other 
_FecJing irritable or "cranky" 
_Feeling nervous 
_Biting nails 
_Constipation and/or diarrhea 
_Worrying a lot abow everything 
_Devoting Jess attention to appcarancciexercise 
_Snacking more than usual 
_Nervous stomach 
_Canker sores 
_Tension in neck. shoulders, and/or back of head 
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APPENDIX E 
MHSUBSCALE 
These questions are about how you feel and how things have been with you durjng the past 
~. For each question, please give the one answer that comes closest to the way you have 
been feeling. How much of the time during the past week-
All 
of the 
Time 
a. Did you feel full of pep? 
1 
b. Have you been a very 
nervous person? 1 
c. Have you felt so down in 
the dumps that nothing 1 
could cheer you up? 
d. Have you felt calm and 
peaceful? 1 
e. Did you have a lot of 
energy? 1 
f. Have you felt downhearted 
and blue? 1 
g. Did you feel worn out? 
1 
h. Have you been a happy 
person? 1 
I. Did you feel tired? 
1 
Copyright 1992 Medical Outcomes Trust 
All rights reserved. 
(MH Sub-scale SF-36 U.S. Acute Version 1 .0) 
Adapted from SF-36 by 0. Perez 1996 
Most 
of the 
Time 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
(circle one number on each line) 
A Good Some A Little None 
Bit of of the of the of the 
the Time Time Time Time 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
3 4 5 6 
Reproduced with permission from the Medical Outcomes Trust 
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SOCIAL SUPPORT QUESTIONNAIRE 
PLEASE READ ALL DIRECTIONS 
ON Tl/JS PAGE BEFORE STARTING. 
Please list each significant person in your life on the right. Consider all the 
persons who provide personal support for you or who are important to you. 
Use only first names or initials, and then indicate the relationship, as in the 
following example: 
Example: 
Firsl Name of Initials Relationship 
-! _______ _ 
5 _______ _ 
etc. 
llsc the following list to help you think oflhe people important to you, and list 
as many people as apply in your case. 
-spouse or partner 
-family members or relatives 
-friends 
-work or school associates 
-neighbors 
-heallh care providers 
-counselor or therapist 
-minister/priest/rabbi 
-other 
You do not have to use all 24 spaces. Use as many spaces as you have 
impunanl persons in your life. 
WI/EN YOU llAVE FINISHED YOUR LIST. PLEASE TURN TO PAGE 2. 
01910 by Jane S. Norbeck, D.N.Sc. 
Universiry of California, San Francisco 
Revised 1912 
Number----------
Dale __________ _ 
PERSONAL NETWORK 
First Name or Initials 
.. _______ _ 
2. _______ _ 
3. 
--------4. _______ _ 
5. _______ _ 
6. _______ _ 
7. _______ _ 
8. _______ _ 
9. _______ _ 
10. _______ _ 
II. _______ _ 
12. _______ _ 
13. --------
14. --------
15. --------
16. --------
17. --------
18. --------
19. 
--------
20. --------
21. 
--------
22. --------
23. 
--------
24. --------
Relationship 
z 
0 
G; 
t'I1 (J 
~ 
C/.) 
0 (J 
-> ~ 
C/.) 
~ 
:g 
0 
~ 
!:) 
~ 
t'I1 
C/.) 
~ 
-0 
z 
z 
> 
-§ 
> 1-"0 
1-"0 
t'I1 
z 
0 
-~ 
'"rj 
-.....] 
UI 
for each person you 1is1ed, please answer 1he following ques1ions 
hy 1• ri1mi; in lhc number 1ha1 applies. · 
I= no11111l 2 =a linle 
l = modera1ely 
4 = quile a bil 
S = a i;real deal 
Q11cs1ion I: 
I low much docs 1his person make 
)IHI led 111.cd or loved? 
.. __________ _ 
! __________ _ 
4 5--------6 _______ _ 
7 8--------9 _______ _ 
10 ________ _ 
II. 12---------
1] 
,~--------
15 16 _______ _ 
17 18 ________ _ 
19 _______ _ 
20 21 _______ _ 
:?2 ::?) ________ _ 
2-1 
--------
Ques1ion 2: 
How much does this person mike 
you feel rcspccled or admired'? 
... ________ _ 
2. _______ _ 
]. _______ _ 
4. _______ _ 
s. _______ _ 
6. _______ _ 
7. _______ _ 
a. _______ _ 
9. _______ _ 
10. _______ _ 
II. _______ _ 
12. _______ _ 
ll _______ _ 
14. _______ _ 
IS. _______ _ 
16. _______ _ 
17 .. _______ _ 
18. _______ _ 19. _______ _ 
20 .. ________ _ 
21. _______ _ 
22. _______ _ 
23. _______ _ 
24. _______ _ 
- Pai:e l -
Ques1ion 3: 
How much can you confide 
in lhis person'? 
I. ______ _ 
2. ______ _ 
]. ______ _ 
4. ______ _ 
s. ______ _ 
6. 
7. _______ _ 
a. ______ _ 
9. ______ _ 
10. ______ _ 
II. ______ _ 
12. ______ _ 
ll. ______ _ 
14. ______ _ 
IS. ______ _ 
16. ______ _ 
17. ______ _ 
18. ______ _ 19. ______ _ 
20. 
-------21. ______ _ 
22. ______ _ 
23. ______ _ 
24 ______ _ 
GO ON TO NE.IT PAGE 
Ques1ion 4: 
How much does 1his person agree 
with or suppon your ac1ions or thoughls'? 
I .. _______ _ 
2 _______ _ 
]. _______ _ 
4. s.--------
6. _______ _ 
7. 8--------
9, _______ _ 
10. 
"·================ 12. 
11::::=============== 14. _______ _ IS. _______ _ 
16. 17.-------
18. 
19.=============== 20. _______ _ 
21. 
22.::::============== 23. 4 _______ _ 
-.....J 
O'I 
I= not at all 
2 =a linlc 
l = moderately 
4 = quite a bil 
S = a great deal 
Question S: 
If you needed lo bonow $I 0, a ride 
lo the doctor, or some olhcr 
immediate help, how much could 
this person usually help? 
'--------2 _______ _ 
] _______ _ 
4 _______ _ 
s _______ _ 
6 _______ _ 
7 _______ _ 
8 _______ _ 
9 _______ _ 
10 _______ _ 
II _______ _ 
12 _______ _ 
ll _______ _ 
14. _______ _ 
IS. _______ _ 
16. _______ _ 
17. _______ _ 
18 _______ _ 
19 _______ _ 
20 _______ _ 
21 _______ _ 
22 _______ _ 
21. _______ _ 
24 _______ _ 
Question 6: 
If you were confined 10 bed for 
several weeks, how much could 
this person help you? 
.. _______ _ 
2 .. _______ _ 
3. _______ _ 
4. _______ _ 
s .. _______ _ 
6. _______ _ 
7. _______ _ 
··--------9. _______ _ 
10 .. _______ _ 
II. _______ _ 
12 .. _______ _ 
ll .. _______ _ 
14. _______ _ 
IS .. _______ _ 
16. _______ _ 
17. _______ _ 
II. _______ _ 
19 .. _______ _ 
20 .. _______ _ 
21. _______ _ 
22. ___ __; ___ _ 
23 .. _______ _ 
24. _______ _ 
- Pace l -
Question 7: 
How long have you known 
this person? 
I "" less than 6 months 
2 ""610 12 months 
l = I lo 2 years 
4 = 2 lo S )"cars 
S = more than 6 years 
.. ______ _ 
2. ______ _ 
3. ______ _ 
4. ______ _ 
s. ______ _ 
6. ______ _ 
7. ______ _ 
··-------9. ______ _ 
10. ______ _ 
II .. ______ _ 
12. ______ _ 
13. ______ _ 
14. ______ _ 
IS. ______ _ 
16. ______ _ 
17. ______ _ 
18 ______ _ 
19. ______ _ 
20. ______ _ 
21. ______ _ 
22. ______ _ 
21. ______ _ 
24. ______ _ 
GO ON TO NEXT PAGE 
Question 8: 
How frequently do you usually 
have conlact with this person? 
(Phone calls, visits, or lcners) 
S =daily 
4 =weekly 
l =monthly 
2 =a few times a year 
I = once a year or less 
!.. ________ _ 
2. _______ _ 
3 .. _______ _ 
4. _______ _ 
s. _______ _ 
6. 
7. _______ _ 
8. _______ _ 
9 .. _______ _ 
10. _______ _ 
II. _______ _ 
12 .. _______ _ 
13. _______ _ 
14 .. _______ _ 
IS .. _______ _ 
16. _______ _ 
17 .. _______ _ 
II .. _______ _ 
19. _______ _ 
20 .. _______ _ 
21. _______ _ 
22. _______ _ 
23. _______ _ 
24. _______ _ 
-......) 
-......) 
- P•ce 4-
9. During the past year, have you lost any imponant rel1tionships due to moving, •job change, divorce or scp1ration, death, or some other rcason7 
____ 0.No 
_____ I.Yes 
IF YES: 
9a. Please indic11c the number of persons from c1ch c1tcgory who arc no longer available lo you. 
_____ spouse or panncr 
_____ family members or rcl1tivcs 
_____ friends 
_____ work or school associates 
_____ neighbors 
_____ health care providers 
.......) 
00 
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APPENDIX G 
INDIVIDUALISM COLLECTIVISM MEASURE 
INDCOL SCALE 
Directions: The following is a srudy of what the general public thinks and feels about a number of social and personal questions. 
The best answer to each personal swement is your penonal opinion. We have tried to cover many different and 
opposing points of view: you may find yourself agreeing strongly with some of the statements, disagreeing just as 
strongly with others. you can be sure that many people feel the same u you do. 
Marie each swement in the left margin according to how much you agree or disagree with ii. Please mark every one. 
TOPIC 
I) The mono ·sharing in both blessing and 
calamity" still applies even if one's friend is 
clumsy, dumb, and causes a lot of trouble. 
Strongly 
Agree 
2) I wouJd help if a colleague at worlc told me 
that she/he needed money to pay utility bills. 
3) If a colleague lends a helping hand. one 
needs to return the favor. 
4) There is everything to gain and nothing to 
lose for co-worlccrs to group themselves to 
help each other. 
S) Colleague's assistance is indispensable to 
good performance at work. 
6) I likc to live close to my good friends. 
7) It is a personal matter whether I worship 
money or not. Therefore it is not necessary 
for my friends to give any counsel. 
8) To go on a trip with friends makcs one 
less free and mobile. 
9) I would not let my parents use my car (if I 
have one), whether they are good drivers 
or not. 
10) I would not let my needy mother use the 
money that I have saved by living a less than 
luxurious life. 
11) I would not share my ideas and newly 
acquired knowledge with my parents. 
Hui INDCOL Sale Adapitd e~ o Perez 01196 
Agree 
-1-
Agree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
80 
TOPIC 
12) Teenager's should listen to their parent's 
advice on dating. 
13) Young people should take into 
Strongly 
Agree 
consideration their parents' advice when malting 
education/career plans. 
14) Each family has its own problems unique 
to itself. It does not help to tell relatives 
about one· s problem. 
1!5) Whether one spends an income 
extravagantly or stingily is of no concern to 
one's relatives (cousins, uncles). 
16) One need not worry about what the 
neighbon say about whom one should marry. __ 
17) When deciding what type of education to 
have, I would pay no attention to my uncles' 
advice. 
18) If possible I would like co~wning a car 
wilh my close friends, so th.al it wouldn't 
be necessary for them to spend money to buy 
their own cars. 
19) I can count on my relatives for help if I 
find myself in any kind of trouble. 
20) When deciding what kind of educauon to 
have, I would definitely pay aucntion 10 the 
views of my relatives of my generation. 
21) I am often influenced by the moods of 
my neighbon. 
22) My neighbors always tell me interesting 
stories that have happened around them. 
23) Even if the child won the Nobel prize, the 
parents should not feel honored in any way. 
24) Children should not feel honored even if 
the father were highly praised and given an 
award by a government official for his 
contribuuon and service to community. 
Hui INDCOL Scale Adapted By o. Peru 01196 
Agree 
-2-
Agree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
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TOPIC 
25) In these days parentS arc too stringent 
with their kids. srunting the development if 
initiative. 
26) The decision of where one os to work 
should be made jointly with one's spouse, if 
one is married. 
Strongly 
Agree 
27) If a husband is a sporu fan, a wife should 
also cultivate an iniercst in sporu. If the 
husband is a stock broker. the wife should also 
be aware of the current marlcet situations. 
28) I don't rcaJly know how to befriend 
my neighbors. 
29) My neighbors have never borrowed 
anything from me or my family. 
30) I am not interested in lcnowing what my 
neighbors arc rcaJly like. 
31) I have never chatted with my neighbors 
abow the political future of this state. 
32) One needs to be cautious when talking to 
neighbors, otherwise others might think you 
arc nosy. 
33) When I am among colleagues, I do my 
own thing without minding about them. 
34) I enjoy meeting and talking to my 
neighbors everyday. 
Hui INDCOL Scale Ad~pccd By o. Perez 01196 
Agree 
-3-
Agree 
Somewhat 
Disagree 
Somewhat Disagree 
Strongly 
Disagree 
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APPENDIXH 
PERMISSION TO REPRINT INDIVIDUALISM COLLECTIVISM SCALE 
f~ . J:"~.(... 0> f~,{'fCft,c-
1 give consent to Dennis Perez to use the Individualism Collectivism scale for his dissertation 
research. and so that ir may be reprinted as part or the ctissertation. A 
"' 
Signature 
Date 
Dennis Perez 
2585 Dole Street 
Hale Noelani 0143 
Honolulu. HI 96822 
USA J8 
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APPENDIX I 
PERMISSION TO REPRINT NORBECK SOCIAL SUPPORT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Request Form 
I request ~an tD copy the Ncrbm:k Soc:ial SUPPOl't Quemlu d mb * (NSSQ) for t.M In~ in " 
study entitled: 
A Gµ<.C ?.~"--TutyA:( {_,M.f! 4~;fcl-.I or ~e>L.iAL ~ f.ll>(lcrt-T f.N 
€.A.~r(I! ,.J /<nu .c tjffuf'ST:" Al\/e wC<i+f?«( iNll;;;i.()vztl.i("r C Cll TC/12.( ~' 
i rvC. LVll i 1115 7A-l".,..,,f$ (. -d.N>f,/Z.f 1 ttl;' ff ~4;; :4<V;· !t..VA ~vlt.qf<:A.v-=1-~~,(.,.W 
C. vL \ v'lt.(. • 
Typtd grPril'Md Name of~ 
P~it::Hm c~ y +: crr(ll.!V 
~ 
CSt>C., Wcvl,!.siJY o~ ffAwer'r' ,....,..,.,,..A 
ifWftiiiOft' 
S~T S"~Y•C($' C.£.N'rf& "'r.1..:l.. 
N.ldrela . 
~loo CA-N\/cJ!.. R...1M.1J 
aty. Sim. (Ccumy), ZIP Code 
ll'cvv oL- tJ L "l U L 9 6'<;!, ~ 1 
Pttrmtalllcn la hereby grantld tD c:opr 1he NSSO for ~ in 1h• rnftll'Ch dnc:ribed above 
~~·~::::~~·rt••:·a~ :C 01cild. 
Pt ... MnCf er fa two ligr19d c;qii11 c:t this fcnn to: 
Jane s. Nc:ri>edc. RN, DNSc: 
Proteteat ..S Cl9M 
School al Ntnin;, Sm 0904 
Urivenity of e.lifGrTia. ~ r~ 
501 Pamassua AVflftJa 
San Frsdteo, CA ~1~1E!04 
FAX: C415) .tnHmJ7 
14sc s Ul 1.$ 
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APPENDIX J 
PERMISSION TO REPRINT STRESS MEASURE AND SOCIAL SUPPORT 
WYO LA ;Pl, ~UNIVERSITY 
~ ;a CHICAGO 
J> c 
'0-r. .G ~.(.\)~ Department of Counsding 1'sycho!C1gy 
May 16, 1995 
Dennis Perez M.Ed. 
6610 N. Sheridan #214 
Chicago, IL (J()626 
Dear Mr. Perez: 
Millinckrodt Campus 
1041 Rid~c Ro•cf 
Wilmette: IUinois 6009 I 
Tckfhouc: ('."08) li53-3000 
The purpose of this letter is to give Dennis Perez permission to use my Stress measure and 
Social Support measure for the research component of his dissertation. I am also giving him 
permission to reprint the measures in his dissertation. 
Sincerely: 
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APPENDIXK 
PERMISSION TO REPRINT SF-36 MH SUBSCALE 
~lEDJCAL 
OUTCOMES 
TRUST 
April 5, 1996 
Dennis Perez 
University of Hawaii at Manca 
Student Serv. -312 
Honlulu, HI 96822 
Dear :Mr. Perez, 
The Medical Outcomes Trust is pleased to provide the enclosed infonnation 
about the SF-36™ Health Survey as specified on your Request Form received 
April 5, 1996. 
We are pleased, by this letter, to grant permission to you to use the SF-36TU 
Health Survey. Enclosed are copies of both the more commonly used 4-week 
recall format and the acute 1-week recall format, either of which you may 
reproduce for your use. Also enclosed is a copy of SF-36 Health Surrey: 
Manual and Interpretation Guide as well as reprints of publications that may be 
of interest to you. 
When reproducing the SF-36™ Health Survey please include an identifier as 
follows: 
SF-36™ Health Survey, Copyright@ 1992 Medical Outcomes Trust. 
All Rights Reserved. 
Reproduced with permission of the Medical Outcomes Trust 
If you add anJ• questions to it, as users often do, or embed it in a larger 
questiormaire, please give the larger questionnaire its own name and indicate 
the following in small type anywhere on the form including at the end: 171is 
questionnaire includes the SF·J6T" Health Suruey, item numbers X to Yin this 
questionnaire, Reproduced with permission of the Medic.al Outcmnes Trust, 
Copyriglzt © 1992. 
If for any reason you change the wording of any part of the SF-36™ Health 
Survey, or delete any questions or responses, please do not refer to it as the 
SF-36™ Health Survey. This is for purposes of standardization of content, 
scoring, and labeling. We wish to assure users that the designation SF-3611' 
Health Survey refers to the identical instrument and scoring rules in all cases. 
This will allow comparison of scores across multiple reports. 
Alrill R. Tut.,.· ~ID 
Prmdent 
i,,.r.~.Ml'H 
0U...:t"1' t.f Opm>tioru 
Board of Trumn 
' WallttJ McNw-.~ (n.v I J.L lr'.eU~ •.;M-te Sctto.:.: 6' 
M.-.~t 
N"'1h~u~,.,. .... ~. 
W•cle M. .\o-,.. MC> 
PlaeSh!old C'f c.dil=aa 
Helno..,i;..,_ 
, Ho>l-Stur<~f • F~ 
Xmn<C"'F""...,. 
AJidliA..CrilNl.._,\f'D 
~~f.,H,.«Jlh 
T~A.......,inmt.~1ena 
J-tt.C-.Mt' 
tl<w Eoi;l....S M<diroJ c ...... 
~J.cott. MD. ?,Cen,bt-t 
Aawnan Meche.at A.~'1" 
Dmrdorl~ 
0.......01..uoy.Mt:' 
)OIMCOllW6.'UM'lft"""-ttr•dit11~·:-n 
olllulth Wlr('O.-So.Nn...,,_ 
AhiaLT.,.,,_,MO 
T!leH«11111 .. ~• 
f'lc>o'&.gl.\ltdMedicalC-
J-"-W-Jr.l'hD 
ThtHnllh-..,..-
1-bgland -•IQnttr 
• 
Sdenlific AdvilCln' 
Committee ' 
Uwari"' - fhD. °"'' ~tofHcialth~,..O(~ 
~olh'.a.~.ri~ 
NftlK."-.PhO 
~ .. ..,._al_ 
•ndfr«I~ 
l'.llt-andsCa.-...rlNtlm., 
J-.U ..... MO,l'hD 
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In addition to the SF-36 Health Surrey: Manual and [nterpretation Guide, two oth~r books related 
to the Medical Outcomes Study and to the SF-36™ Health Survey have been published 
commercially. Measuring Functioning and Well-Being: 17ie lvfedical Outcomes Study Approach, 
Stewart, A.Land Ware, J.E. Jr., Editors, Duke University Press, 1991 and SF-36 Physical {-r 
Mental Health Summary Scales: A User's Manual, Ware, J.E. Jr., Kosinski, M., and Keller. S.D., The 
Health Institute, New England Medical Center , Boston, Massachusetts. 
The information you have provided on the Project Registration Form will allow the Trust to 
keep apprised of current projects. If you should later plan to use the SF-361U Health Survey in 
additional outcomes measurement activities, we ask that you simply complete a Project 
Registration Form and forward it to the Trust. I have enclosed a blank Project Registration 
Form. The Trust in this way can be informed of progress in the field, be alert to the need for 
new technology and information, promote standardization, and generally serve to advance the 
field. 
We will put you on our mailing list and you will receive copies of the Medical Outcomes Trust 
Bulletin (enclosed) which is published six times a year, as well as other information. A brochure 
describing the Trust's Membership Program has been included for your review. If you haYe any 
questions about the materials you received, please contact Daniel W. Krueger at (617) 426-4046. 
We ·wish you the best of good fortune in pursuing your goals in outcomes measurement. Please 
contact us if we can be of further assistance. 
v 
Lyn Paget 
Director of Operations 
Enclosures 
nus portion of tht Hmar ·will also se?\"e as vour receipt. 
Method Of Payment .£... Check Visa _ M/C AMID< 
AMOUNT: $49.00 US ORDER #: 0001236 
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